This paper establishes a model of likely campaign effectiveness, before examining the intensity of constituency campaigning at the 2010 General Election in Britain and its subsequent impact on electoral outcomes, using both aggregate and individual level data. It shows that constituency campaigning yielded benefits in varying degrees for all three main parties and that Labour's constituency campaign efforts were effective despite the electoral context, and ultimately affected the overall outcome of the election. These findings have significant implications for our understanding of the circumstances under which campaigns are likely to be more or less effective, and provide further evidence that a carefully managed campaign stands the most chance of delivering tangible electoral payoffs.
Introduction -The growing importance and potential for campaign effects
In studies of the past few elections, a broad consensus has developed to suggest that election campaigning may be electorally effective in Britain (Clarke et al, 2004 (Clarke et al, , 2009 Whiteley & Seyd, 1994; Pattie, et al., 1995; Denver et al., 2003) . Indeed, there are several contextual effects that heighten the potential for campaign payoffs. First, the strength of partisan identification in Britain has declined in intensity, and to a lesser extent in overall volume though the core of fairly strong partisans has remained relatively constant (see Figure 1 ). Secondly, voter hesitancy has increased (see Figure 2 ). In 2010, fully 37% of respondents to the British Election Study post-election survey indicated that they had made their decision on how to vote during the campaign, with a further 13% indicating that their decision had been taken since the turn of the year. Given that all parties engage in 'longterm' campaigning -especially in target seats (Fisher & Denver, 2008) -there would appear to be significant potential at least for constituency campaigning to be electorally significant.
Thirdly, while voters may indeed make electoral judgements ostensibly exogenous to campaigning, long-term party campaigning could theoretically act to some degree as a preference shaper of voter judgements, which, as Clarke et al (2011) show, have become increasingly important in voters' choices.
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Research for this paper was funded by the Economic and Social Research Council. Grant Number RES-000-22-2762. This support is gratefully acknowledged Some sceptics, however, point out that few voters change their minds as a result of campaigns. Rather, reinforcement is the most likely outcome. Consequently, it is argued that this may suggest the relative unimportance of campaigns (see, for example, Holbrook, 1996: 613) . This argument however, is flawed for two reasons. First the mobilisation of supporters by a party to turn out to vote can make a large impact on their vote share. Second, although counter-factual and not observable, failure to campaign might result in loss of votes for a party. The observed change in party support hides the impact on those who were persuaded to stick with their party of choice. Thus the down-playing of reinforcement makes no logical sense: vote switching may be easier to measure, but the cementing of voter choice is just as significant.
Beyond these broader contextual factors the importance and potential electoral impact of campaigning is now widely accepted at the constituency level. Three different research teams have repeatedly demonstrated the electoral benefits that can accrue from wellorganised and intense election campaigns at constituency level in Britain, despite using different methodological approaches and measures of campaign strength (see, for example Whiteley & Seyd, 1994; Pattie, et al., 1995; Denver et al., 2003) . Moreover, work combining the different methods of measurement of campaign effort, has shown that all three major parties directed their resources to target and more marginal seats in the 2005 election, and this additional effort was rewarded both in boosting the party's vote and reducing its opponent's vote (Fieldhouse and Cutts, 2008) .
1.1
In this paper we seek to measure the electoral impact of the three main British parties' campaigns at the 2010 election (Conservative, Labour and the Liberal Democrats).
Aggregate data are drawn from a survey of all electoral agents of the five major parties in Great Britain -the Conservatives, Labour, Liberal Democrats, Plaid Cymru and the Scottish National Party (N=1,993). 2 1,079 valid responses were received -an overall response rate of 54%. Details of responses by party are shown in the Appendix. These illustrate a representative spread of constituencies. In order to confirm this, however, means were compared in respect of candidate spending (percentage of maximum spent) during the regulated long and short campaigns. For all parties, the results indicate that our sample is robust (see Appendix). In addition, in depth interviews were conducted with the parties at national level, as well as with agents in constituencies selected on the basis of their electoral status. We also use individual level data from the British Election Study's Campaign Internet Panel Survey to confirm the patterns observed in our aggregate level data.
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As is customary, no candidates from the major parties (in this case, Labour and the Liberal Democrats) contested the seat of the Speaker. 
The Electoral Context
Notwithstanding these more general observations, previous research on the impact of constituency campaigns has demonstrated how the extent the electoral impact will vary by electoral context. Broadly speaking, three patterns emerge. First, the competitiveness of an election will have a bearing on the level of electoral impact -tight elections (such as the British election of 1992) will generally lead to stronger electoral campaigns and a greater impact of those campaigns. Second, elections where significant change is anticipatedmaybe even critical elections (such as the British election of 1997) -are likely to produce more effective campaigns -particularly for the principal challenger. Thirdly, successful constituency campaigns are partly a function of good central coordination (Fisher et al., 2006a) . Coordination is better achieved when there are fewer target seats, and so campaigns will tend to be more effective when there are fewer seats to target. For example, in the 2001 election, both Labour and the Conservatives' campaigns were generally less effective, in part because they were targeting so many seats (Denver et al., 2002a) .
In addition to these factors, campaigns will also be affected in part by the 'national mood'.
We would expect that campaigns are likely to be less effective when a party is unpopular and on the defensive, thereby creating conditions where voters are less receptive to a party's campaign. An example of this is 2005, when Labour campaigning, despite being well organised, had significantly less impact compared with previous elections (Fisher et al., 2005) . Other research using experimental methods has also shown that campaign interventions are affected by the level of popularity of the party (Niven, 2001; Hillygus, 2005; Arceneaux and Nickerson, 2009) . In other words (and not surprisingly) overall party popularity in the run-up to an election may matter to campaign effectiveness.
Overall, the effectiveness of campaigns for all parties should be stronger when the parties are reasonably popular. We refer to this as popularity equilibrium. In other words, parties may not be equally popular (else the election could theoretically result in a tie) but that no parties are especially unpopular -there is, in effect, a normal state of affairs in terms of the relative popularity of the parties. Under the conditions of popularity equilibrium, targeting a large number of seats is likely to lead to less effective campaigning. However, where one or more parties are very unpopular, the effects of targeting a large numbers of seats may be partially reversed for the more popular party. Equally, a tight election (bearing in mind that electoral outcomes are a function of changes in seat shares, which may not closely reflect aggregate votes shares) should generate equally effective campaigning under the conditions of popularity equilibrium, but not where one or more parties is relatively unpopular. We can summarize these expected outcomes in Table 1 . The 2010 election was one where all of these ostensibly exogenous factors were important to some extent. First, the election was increasingly tight. The Conservatives' 17-point poll lead in previous September 2009 had been significantly reduced on the back of increasing economic optimism and a growing view that the incumbent party had handled the economic crisis well, coupled with concerns about the likely impact of significant cuts in the event of a Conservative victory (Clarke et al, 2011) . By the time the election was called in early April 2010, the Conservative lead was around 8-9 points. Coupled with that, the poll rating of the Liberal Democrats increased significantly at particular points during the short campaign (though it also fell back as polling day approached). Together with the effects of the electoral system (which have tended to favour Labour in recent elections), the outcome of the election remained unclear during much of the campaign. Second, it was evident nevertheless that some significant change was on the horizon. At the very least, it was plain that thirteen years 
Target Seats and Targeting Strategies
All three parties, as would be expected, had target seats and specific targeting strategies.
What has emerged, however, over recent elections is not so much a binary measure of whether or not a seat is a target, but particular categories of target seat status. There is an overall group of seats which are identified as targets, but the emphasis placed upon different sub-groups may not be identical -at least at central party level from where much direct mail is distributed (Fisher et al, 2011) . Each of the three main parties identified a large number of seats to target, but within that group of seats there were divisions -very much like a football league -and the intention was that in seats within certain key divisions there would be more intense campaigning.
Positioning within these divisions was not entirely fixed -depending on political and electoral circumstances, some seats were moved in or out of the core groups (Fisher et al, 2011) . For example, following the Liberal Democrat boost and Labour's decline in the opinion polls following the leaders' debates (Pattie & Johnston, 2011) , the Conservatives sought to switch their efforts from Liberal Democrat marginals to those seats where the party now thought it could more realistically challenge Labour. Of course, a shift in emphasis mid-campaign may be easier to accomplish in terms of the distribution of direct mail and telephone voter identification at a national level (Fisher, 2010) . At local level, such a shift in emphasis will be more difficult to accomplish quickly.
The Conservatives identified around 160 seats within four divisions. The 'premier league' consisted of 38 seats, and were ones the party expected to gain without significant effort.
These were described as 'certainties' More important were the first and second divisions ('core targets' and 'possibles') -seats the party would need to focus upon if it was to have any chance of power. The third division ('hopefuls') consisted of seats that were within the party's range, but which the party would only be likely to win if the electoral picture was going very well. Labour had 145 targets overall. It, too, had four divisions of seats devised on a sophisticated basis according to electoral circumstances as well as levels of party activity (Fisher et al, 2011) . Not surprisingly, the seats were almost always ones that the party was defending with differing expectations as to the likelihood of success. The Liberal Democrats had a comparatively large number of target seats, including all their own seats plus a further 37 (mainly Labour-held) seats that the party hoped to gain: 99 in total. Thus, there were two divisions -defensive and offensive.
Overall Campaign Intensity
Overall campaign intensity is best illustrated by the creation of an index, which incorporates all of the core components of a constituency campaign: preparation, organisation, 
4.1
The first step is to evaluate the distribution of campaign intensity by party and by target status. There are three categories: Targets (seats which a party is seeking to gain or defending, often with a small majority), Held Not Target (seats that party holds comfortably), and Not Held Not Target (seats in which the party has very little chance of winning). Parties that fail to target their resources effectively are less likely to generate positive electoral payoffs overall. Thus, we would expect parties as far as possible to distribute their resources such that target seats should have the most intense campaigns and 'hopeless' seats, the least intense. By and large, we would also expect seats that parties hold, but which are not targets to score somewhere in between, in part because safe seats tend to have higher levels of membership or local resources (Fisher, 2000; Fisher et al., 2006b) . Table 2 illustrates the mean campaign index scores for each party overall and then by seat status. First, it is clear that the Conservatives had the strongest campaigns overall, with the Liberal Democrats having the weakest of the three largest parties. However, overall strength only tells part of the story. What is more important is that the strongest campaigns take place in the target seats. As Fisher and Denver (2008) have shown for example, while the Liberal Democrats have always been much weaker overall, they have been very successful in fighting their strongest campaigns where they were needed most, and therefore moving to a level of campaign development that is on a par with that of the Conservatives, despite the significant disparity in overall resources (see also Fieldhouse and Cutts, 2008) . Table 2 illustrates that the Liberal Democrats were again successful in this respect, the intensity of the campaigns in their target seats being slightly higher than that of Labour and equal to that of the Conservatives. Nevertheless, this represents something of a change for the Conservatives, who have historically struggled to focus their efforts effectively. Indeed, perhaps the principal surprise is the relative strength of Conservative campaigning in its hopeless seats (Not Held, Not Target) -possibly reflecting the enthusiasm of Conservative supporters in an election where the party had a realistic chance of overall victory. Elsewhere, the results are pretty much as expected for the other parties (with the means for all categories being statistically significant from each other). 
4.2
Given that the parties had divisions of target seats, however, it is also interesting to see if the distribution of campaign effort varied in more detail. For each of the main parties, we compare the mean distribution on campaign intensity across the various internally determined categories of seats. The differences in the means are not statistically significant (though they are compared with non-targets). They do, however, provide suggestive evidence of some differentiation in terms of campaign effort. Figure 3 examines Conservative seats, and the distribution is almost exactly as one might predict. The level of campaign intensity in the 'certainties' or the 'premier league' was higher than in non-targets, but not as high as in the 'core targets' (or division one). In the next set of targets, campaigning is a little lower than the certainties, while the long shots or 'hopefuls' had the least intense campaigns among the target seats. If we examine Labour (Figure 4 ), we observe a significant difference between targets and non-targets, and a progressive increase in intensity from the most vulnerable seats to the more defendable (up to the penultimate category) -suggesting a very defensive strategy by Labour. In the case of the Liberal Democrats ( Figure 5 ), the difference between targets and non-targets is very clear.
However, what is slightly surprising is that the intensity of campaigning was almost identical in Liberal Democrat seats as it was in its offensive targets (seats that the party hoped to gain). All in all, these figures suggest that there was some variation at constituency level in the intensity of campaigning in different target seats, but not as much as might have been predicted at national level, suggesting that such variation is difficult to manage with as much precision at local level. 
The Electoral Impact
In Table 3 , we examine the estimated electoral impact of constituency campaigning by each of the main three parties using ordinary least squares regression (OLS). suggesting a difference of less than one percent. These results represent both change and continuity with previous studies of constituency campaigning (Denver & Hands, 1997; Denver et al, 2002a Denver et al, , 2003 Fisher et al, 2005) . In respect of the Liberal Democrats, there is continuity. The party's seemingly effective targeting policy once again meant that local campaigns did yield tangible payoffs in addition to the positive effects of personal incumbency. In the case of the Conservatives, while its campaigning effects were the weakest of the three main parties, there is further evidence that the party has continued to improve in the way it conducts constituency campaigning such that it is now seemingly electorally effective. In previous elections, the party has periodically suffered from the fact that while it was running strong campaigns overall, the resources in campaigns were often insufficiently well focussed upon where they were required most.
Labour's result is, however, perhaps the most surprising. Given the importance of electoral context, we would have expected that Labour campaigning would be less effective, given that there was a widespread expectation that the party would lose majority rule, that it was required to target so many seats, and that it was unpopular and on the defensive. However, the results here suggest that faced with defeat and the prospect of a Conservative 
5.2
The results in Table 3 , however, only tell us so much since of course, campaigns do not occur in isolation -other parties are also campaigning in constituencies and thus the optimal outcome of any one party's campaign is not only to enhance its share of the vote, but also to damage that of other parties. A further analysis is therefore required, which includes constituencies where we have campaign intensity scores for all three parties.
Inevitably, this results in a reduction in the number of available cases and so it is here, where we have 102 constituencies with full scores for the Conservatives, Labour and the Liberal Democrats.
The application of OLS is, however, not necessarily appropriate for the analysis of vote shares in multi-party elections for three main reasons (Cutts and Shryane, 2006; Cutts and Webber, 2010) . First, vote shares between two parties are negatively correlated -yet OLS models lack an appreciation of these substitution effects. Second, and related to the first reason, an assumption of OLS is that the residuals of separate models are uncorrelated. The residuals would be positively correlated because in constituencies where party vote share is higher than predicted by the model at least one of the other parties must be weaker than predicted, leading to large residual variances in both equations (Cutts and Shryane, 2006; Cutts et al, 2007) . Using an OLS approach would ignore this correlation and could produce inefficient estimates. Thirdly, a party's vote share is bounded between 0 and 100 per cent.
OLS predictions, however, are unbounded and are based on continuous data which follow normal distributions. Consequently, using OLS models it is possible to generate vote share estimates that are either negative or greater than 100 per cent.
To combat the potential problems of using OLS regressions when analysing multi-party vote shares, a number of scholars have proposed using a method that is based upon the Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) modelling technique (Katz and King, 1999; Tomz et al, 2002; Cutts and Shryane, 2006) . To deal with the problem of unbounded predicted values, party vote shares are converted into vote share ratios using a logistic transformation.
After the selection of a party as the reference category the natural log of the vote share ratio between it and other parties is obtained, thereby mapping bounded vote share values (i.e.
0-100 percent) onto an unbounded (-∞ to +∞) vote share ratio measure. Non-independence is therefore dealt with in SUR by specifying equations (one for each of the dependent variables) to be jointly modelled and allowing the error terms to be correlated across equations (Cutts and Shryane, 2006) . The selection of the party base category enables differences in vote shares between that party and another party to be analysed. For example, in Table 4 below where Labour and Liberal Democrat vote share is the base category, the equation can be written as follows:
where  is the residuals for each constituency that are correlated across equations (e.g. εi1
and ε i2 within the equation), X is a set of independent explanatory variables and  is a set of coefficients to be estimated. The equations (1-2) stated above do not include where the Conservatives are the base category and this would be needed for a comprehensive estimation. 5 However for ease of interpretation, we provide the results where Labour is the base category and include the Conservative-Liberal Democrat comparison where the latter is the reference to show the differences in vote shares between all the main parties. Theoretically, there appears to be an inverted duplication in the dependent variables with, for example, ln(LDi /Labi) and ln(Labi/LDi). However, such an assertion is incorrect as the estimation of these two dependent variables is based on the simultaneous estimation of two other different dependent variables. As the errors will be correlated in different ways then the coefficients will be different too. Nevertheless, the quantitative estimates of explanatory variable coefficients for seemingly identical dependent variables will be highly correlated and similar in magnitude. But empirically, they will not necessarily be the same.
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In Table 4 , we provide the vote share differences between the main parties and not the results from the full set of base categories necessary for comprehensive estimation. However, the full results of the SUR model where 1) the Overall, these findings are consistent with the results from previous studies (Denver & Hands, 1997; Denver et al, 2002a Denver et al, , 2003 Fisher et al, 2005 emerges from these data is that Labour campaigns were successful against the odds and it is thanks to them in part that Labour's losses were not nearly as great as might have been expected. All of this begs the question as to why electoral context did not appear to necessarily exert influence in ways that might be expected. The election was tight and change was expected, yet it was Labour and the Liberal Democrats whose campaigns were most effective, with Labour's campaigning being effective despite its defensive stance and relative unpopularity. 
Individual Level Analysis
So why was Labour so apparently successful in terms of its constituency campaigning? One explanation is that Labour was successful in persuading 'late deciders' to vote for the party.
We test this proposition using the British Election Campaign study, examining the ultimate vote choices made by respondents who initially declared themselves to be undecided in terms of which party to support in the pre-campaign survey, conducted just before the beginning of the campaign 'proper' at the end of March/beginning of April 2010. We then examine whether they were contacted by the parties and if so, in how many different ways they were contacted by each party over the course of the campaign. The British Election Study featured questions about eight different forms of party contact both during and immediately before the campaign (doorstep, telephone, in the street, leaflets, email, text, Twitter/Facebook or other). A scale was constructed of all these items for party to capture campaign intensity -more forms of contact being a surrogate for more intense campaigning.
Of course, some of these forms of contact could include contacts from the national party rather than as a result of local efforts (especially leaflets or telephone calls), and voters would be unable to distinguish between the source of such contacts (local and national).
However, given that we know that local and national campaigns are themselves increasingly integrated (Fisher & Denver, 2008) , these individual data still therefore provide us with the opportunity to confirm the patterns found in our aggregate data which focus exclusively on local effort. Tables 5, 6 and 7 show the results of our individual level analyses by party voted for in 2010.
Our analyses are cross-sectional, having selected voters who were undecided in terms of vote choice prior to the campaign. This is so we can isolate the effect of the campaign on those who had not already made up their mind. We use binary logistic regression with the dependent variable being coded as a vote for a particular party or not (i.e. Vote Conservative 1, Not Vote Conservative 0). We fit three models each with additional control variables.
Model 1 examines the impact of the campaigns on undecided voters without any controls.
Model 2 controls for previous vote for the party that the respondent ultimately chose.
Including previous vote as a control helps remove any possible effects of endogeneity similar to including previous vote share in the constituency level analyses. This effectively controls for the possibility that parties send more campaign material to people who have supported the party previously (measured by previous vote).
In order to further test the robustness of our results, we estimate with a third model (Model 3), which includes the additional controls of which party was deemed to have the best policies to solve the respondent's assessment of the most important problem (MiP) facing the country; Clarke et al, (2004 Clarke et al, ( , 2009 Clarke et al, ( , 2011 show how this assessment has been a critical determinant of voting behaviour in the last three elections. These are, therefore useful further control variables to confirm the impact of our variables of interest -the campaigns. Of course issue performance is itself likely to be influenced by the campaign, so the inclusion of these as independent variables may lead to an underestimation of the campaign's effects.
However it is useful to run the models with the additional controls to provide a lower bound on the campaign effects The same patterns are also true for the Liberal Democrats. As can be seen in Figure 6 , the Liberal Democrats were ultimately the most voted for party amongst undecided respondents, Moreover, campaign contacts significantly boosted the chances of voting Liberal Democrat while reducing the chances of voting for other parties amongst previously undecided voters.
For example, the model predicts 84% of undecided voters who had voted Liberal Democrat previously and had received three types of Liberal Democrat campaign material (and one   7 We ran a further model including evaluations of the three main party leaders following Clarke et al's (2004 Clarke et al's ( , 2009 Clarke et al's ( , 2011 demonstration of the importance of leadership effects on vote choice. Due to a large number of missing values, this resulted in an unacceptable loss of 173 cases. We include the model in the Appendix (see Table A1 ), nevertheless, for information. The results are broadly unchanged, except for the fact that the negative impact of Conservative campaigning of the Labour vote, and Labour campaigning on the Conservative vote are now nonsignificant. However, our view is that these changes can be explained by the fact that evaluations of leaders are themselves influenced by the campaign (see, for example, Stevens, Karp & Hodgson, 2011 ). Campaigning will, by its very nature, seek to influence leadership evaluations (especially in a campaign so dominated by leaders -see Pattie & Johnston, 2011; Stevens, Karp & Hodgson, 2011 Democrat support. In all three models, the impact of Conservative contacts on Liberal
Democrat voting was non-significant. Figure 6 . Predicted probabilities of undecided respondents voting for a party by receipt of number of types of campaign material from that party, and previous support.
Discussion and Conclusions
In the 2010 general election, parties faced an uncertain electoral context. With Labour relatively unpopular, the potential was there for the Liberal Democrats to make further gains, provided that they could target their resources effectively, while resisting the resurgence of the Conservative Party. The picture for the Conservatives was mixed. The electoral momentum was with the party, but the arithmetic of gaining sufficient seats to win a majority was against them. For Labour, the picture was almost universally bad. Not only was the government unpopular, but their principal opponents were much stronger than five years previously, and through necessity the party was forced to target a large number of seats.
Winning the election overall was unlikely, so minimizing losses was the focus. The outcomes in terms of the electoral payoffs from campaigning were mixed, but perhaps unexpected. The results for the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats were generally positive, but not as positive as they might have been given the electoral context. In both cases, a plausible explanation is that there were too many targeted seats for the electoral payoffs to be as high as one might have expected. In the case of the Conservatives, this was understandable. An outright victory was possible, but only if the party gained at least 116 seats. Thus, the targeting of a large number of seats was a necessity given the results of the 2005 election. With the benefit of hindsight, less attention could, perhaps, have been paid to the party's 'certainties' -the very marginal seats that were likely to fall to the Conservatives anyway. As Figure 3 shows, relatively less intense campaigning occurred in these seats compared with the 'core targets' but given the marginality of these seats, more intense campaigning in the 'possibles' (which was of slightly lower intensity compared with the 'certainties') would probably have yielded stronger electoral payoffs. Of course, campaign planners would probably not have wanted to risk such a strategy. In any case, whether this effort could have been re-directed elsewhere is not clear. Indeed, for all parties, there is little benefit from campaigning less where the benefits are uncertain and resources are relatively immobile.
The Liberal Democrats, however, were probably both over ambitious and at the same time over cautious. In terms of ambition, the party possibly over-extended itself in terms of offensive targets. Previous elections have seen more modest targets in terms of gains reflecting the party's lower level of resource compared with the Conservatives and Labour.
More problematic, however, was the defensive strategy in terms of existing Liberal Democrat seats, where as Figure 5 shows, there was virtually an identical level of intensity compared with the party's offensive targets. With the benefit of hindsight, much activity was expended unnecessarily, though the same caveats concerning mobility of resources apply here as to the Conservatives. In sum, while the Liberal Democrats were -as usual -very successful in differentiating campaign efforts between target and non-target seats, but like the Conservatives, it appears that their choice of targets was sub-optimal.
This becomes more apparent when we compare their results with those of Labour, whose campaigning was successful against the odds suggested by the electoral context. To help explain this, one might point to the relatively sophisticated way in which Labour target seats were designated (Fisher et al, 2011 ). Labour's targeting decisions were derived from propensity modelling. This technique applied four criteria: the level of activity in the local party, the electoral performance in various elections since 2005, the notional majority, and the existence of any particular political circumstances (such as hospital closures or expenses). All criteria were given a score with the model then predicting the result. The outcome was that Labour seemingly selected the most appropriate targets and had realistic assumptions about the result. Labour's strategy was to minimize its losses and deny the Conservatives a majority. The evidence here suggests that the party's constituency level campaigning was one contributory factor in its success. All of this tallies with previous work that has suggested that good central management of campaigns is as important -if not more important -than the level of raw resources on the ground (Fisher et al, 2006a) .
These findings, then, are of some significance. In the first instance, they help explain why Labour was successful in denying the Conservative a majority despite securing its lowest post-war vote share save for that of 1983. Our model of campaign effectiveness (see Table   1 ) predicted correctly that the Conservative and Liberal Democrat campaigns would be more likely to be successful on account of closeness of the election and the likelihood of significant change. It also helps explain why the Conservatives may have been less successful due to problems of coordinating the necessarily large number of target seats. But on the face of it, it failed to explain why Labour's campaigns were relatively successful. To varying degrees, all of the variables in the model suggested that Labour's campaigns should have been less effective -Labour's unpopularity should have offset the impact of the closeness of the election and to a degree, the impact of the Conservatives' need to target so many seats. Equally, Labour's status as incumbent in an election where significant change was likely should have been to its disadvantage. However, the findings suggest strong campaign management can help overcome such conditions to a degree. They emphasise that good campaign management really matters, and good management is about realism in respect of what a party can achieve. Thus, set against a group of very unfavourable variables, Labour was able to achieve its realistic objective of denying the Conservatives a majority. Compare this with the Conservative's strategy in 2001 of targeting 180 seats following the results of the 1997 election (Denver et al, 2002b) . A better strategy then might well have been to focus on fewer seats to try and reduce Labour's majority. Good campaign management can then temper the effects of exogenous factors as much as less good campaign management can reduce their advantage. As such, in the light of these findings, our model as featured in Table 1 can be re-formulated (see Table 8 ). So, management matters in predicting campaign success, but politics matters, too. Labour was conspicuously successful in recruiting undecided voters through its campaign efforts, which given Labour's difficulties in its third term points to a failing of both other parties (but particularly the Conservatives) to 'seal the deal' with the electorate. When Labour won in 1997, the party and its leader were both very popular in absolute terms. In 2010, Labour was unpopular, and the Conservatives were only popular in terms relative to Labour (Clarke et al., 2011: 252) . In this context, Labour's campaigns were less likely to suffer from a tide of resignation and were more likely to be galvanised, both by the prospect of a Conservative 
